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Executive Summary

Fresno County retained Crawford Multari & Clark Associates (CMCA) to update a ten-
year old analysis that examined the extent to which County discretionary revenue support
the provision countywide services in each of the fifteen cities and unincorporated area.
This result is then compared to property and sales tax revenues produced in those areas.
In general, the County incurs two types of costs as it provides various services.
Countywide costs result from providing services that are available to County residents
regardless of whether they reside in one of the fifteen cities or the unincorporated
territory of the County. Examples of countywide services are medical and social
services, courts, and probation. Conversely, municipal services are those that the County
provides exclusively to unincorporated area residents because there is not a city to do so.
Examples of municipal services include police protection through the County sheriff
patrol function and land use planning,

Any General Fund appropriation in excess of revenues generated by a particular County
service is coined a “net County cost” (NCC). Once fees, charges, and other program-
specific revenues are expended, the County must use its discretionary revenues to cover
additional costs. If such costs are incurred providing countywide services, there is
commensurately less revenue available to finance municipal services. Table ES-1
summarizes our analysis.

Similar to ten years ago, our analysis indicates that the County spends far more providing
Countywide services to city residents in comparison to property and sales tax revenues
generated within those areas. In fact, while the cost of services provided by the County
in the incorporated cities has increased by nearly $34 million compared to ten years ago,
the amount of property and sales tax flowing to the County from each city has only
increased by about $2 million. This result can be largely attributed to the state-imposed
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ERAF property tax shift that reduced by about half the share of property tax received by
the County.

This latter point illustrates that the County has little or no control over significant
portions of its discretionary revenue. For example, more than half of the County’s
discretionary revenues are State subvention funds dictated by State allocation formulas,
including prominently Motor Vehicle In-Lieu Fees (VLF) and Proposition 172 funds.
Although these and other revenues are used to fund the difference shown in Table ES-1,
they are subject to State political processes, and as such, beyond the County’s control.
The recent discussion in the State Legislature about potential changes to the Vehicle
License Fee (VLF) rates and allocation is but the most recent example. Clearly, it is

difficult for the County to engage in meaningful long-term financial planning in the face
of such uncertainty. X

One of the few remaining areas where the County does retain a degree of control is in its
land use policies. In particular, the siting of high property and/or sales tax generating
uses within the unincorporated parts of the County would to some extent mitigate
financial impacts to the County’s General Fund. However, such policies are in direct
conflict with the County’s adopted policies of directing urban development into the
existing cities, not to mention sound planning principles. The current rules of the game
provide a limited and relatively fixed amount of revenue with which cities and counties
can fund desired levels of service. The challenge facing the cities and County, then, is to
find a way to continue good land use planning practice, while minimizing adverse
impacts to their respective General Funds.
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Table ES-1

Fresno County General Fund Net Cost of Countywide Services
Compared to Property & Sales Taxes by Jurisdiction

Property &
Cost of Sales Tax Difference - Net
Countywide {Percentoff Revenueto | Percentof| Impactto County | Percent of

Jurisdiction Services Total County Total General Fund Total

Clovis 7,155,238 7.1% 5,359,863 15.7% (1,795,315 2.7%
Coalinga 1,531,868 1.5% 361,190 1.1% (1,170,678) 1.8%
Firebaugh 953,443 1.0% 214,283 0.6% (739,160) 1.1%
Fowler 470,497 0.5% 261,245 0.8% (209,252) 0.3%
Fresno 74,143,983 | 74.1% 23,603,215 69.1% (50,540,768) 76.6%
Huron 939,949 0.9% 63,066 0.2% (876,883) 1.3%
Kerman 1,267,103 1.3% 263,738 0.8% (1,003,368) 1.5%
Kingsburg 1,095,202 1.1% 504,390 1.5% (590,813) 0.9%
Mendota 1,203,846 1.2% 242,048 0.7% (961,798) 1.5%
Orange Cove 1,171,166 12% 195,402 0.6% (975,764) 1.5%
Partier 1,576,906 1.6% 154,988 0.5% (1.421,917) 2.2%
Reedley 2,872,612 2.9% 1,152472 34% (1,720,140) 2.6%
Sanger 2,641,790 2.6% 756,482 2.2% (1,885,308) 2.9%
San Joaquin 494,017 0.5% 91,861 0.3% (396,156) 0.6%
Selma 2,589,187 2.6% 919,375 2™ (1,669,812) 2.5%
Total 100,106,805 | 100.0% 34,149,615 100.0% (65,957,150) 100.0%4
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Introduction and Overview

Fresno County retained Crawford Multari & Clark Associates (CMCA) to analyze the
share of County discretionary revenue used to provide countywide services in each of the
fifteen cities and unincorporated area, and compare those amounts to discretionary
revenues produced in those areas. In general, the County incurs two types of costs as it
provides various services. Countywide costs result from providing services that are
available to County residents regardless of whether they reside in one of the fifteen cities
or the unincorporated teritory of the County. Examples of countywide services are
medical and social services, courts, and probation. Municipal services, on the other hand,
are those services that the County provides exclusively to unincorporated area residents
because there is not a city to do so. Examples of the municipal services include police
protection through the County sheriff and land use planning.

Any General Fund appropriation in excess of revenues generated by a particular County
service is coined a “net County cost” (NCC). Once fees, charges, and other program-
specific revenues are expended, the County must use its discretionary revenues to cover
additional costs. If such costs are incurred providing countywide services, there is
commensurately less revenue available to finance municipal services.

If the issue were simply one of choosing between funding countywide or municipal
services from a scarce pot of discretionary revenue, one could argue that it is simply a
resource allocation issue resolved by the political process of adopting a budget.
However, many of the costs incurred by the County in funding countywide programs
result from matching requirements (sometimes referred to as “maintenance of effort”
requirements), which commit the County to expending some otherwise discretionary
revenue in order to receive funding from the state or federal government. Thus, in many
cases, the County is essentially “required” to spend “discretionary” dollars, or risk losing
significant sources of other funding for important and needed programs.

The County ten years ago analyzed the extent to which NCC were incurred providing
services to residents of the each of the incorporated cities versus the unincorporated area.
This analysis was then compared to revenue from property taxes that originated in each
of the cities versus the unincorporated area. This report updates that study. However,
several important changes in the County’s financial landscape have occurred since then.

Changes Since 1987

Several significant changes in the County’s financial context have occurred in the past
decade. On the revenue side, property taxes are a much smaller share of the County’s
General Fund. In fiscal year 1986/87, the County received about $67 miltion in property
tax revenue to fund general governmental services. In the early 1990s, the State of
California shifted property tax revenue statewide to schools and away from counties,
cities, and other taxing agencies via local Educational Revenue Augmentation Funds
(ERAF). The brunt of this tax shift, about 70% statewide, was borne by counties. Asa
result, the County expects this year to receive about $46.7 million, a decrease of some 30
percent from a decade ago.
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On the other hand, the County expects to receive approximately $34 million in revenues
from Proposition 172, a half-cent sales tax increase passed in 1994, that did not exist ten
years ago. At that time, the tax increase was intended to partially backfill property tax
losses incurred under the ERAF shift. Such revenues are earmarked for public safety

purposes; however, this amount does free other County discretionary revenues for non-
public safety purposes.

In addition, the County's responsibility for providing various services has also changed -
and continues to change -- during the past ten years. The state has shifted responsibility
for services such as courts and human services; often but not always accompanied by
sufficient revenue to offset increased costs. As a result, the distribution of net County
costs among County departments is substantially different than ten years ago.

Thus, the analysis presented here differs from that prepared ten years ago in many
significant ways.

Methodology

Two general approaches were used to estimate the cost of providing countywide services
to residents of the respective jurisdictions. In cases where County departments maintain
caseload data by zip code, a case-study approach was used. The County used its
geographic information system (GIS) to analyze the distribution of addresses in the
County among zip codes and city limits. The GIS contains the geographic location of all
addresses within the County. Zip code boundaries are then overlain on the addresses,
resulting in the assignment of a unique zip code for every address. Finally, City limit
boundaries were overlain on this information to show the percentage of addresses within
each Zip code that lay within each City’s boundaries. The resulting percentages were

then used to allocate cases among the various cities and unincorporated area of the
County.

For example, within zip code 93727, 71.24% of the addresses were found to lie inside the
City of Fresno, 3.78% within Clovis, and the remaining 24.97% were in the
unincorporated County. Therefore, caseload data from this zip code were assigned to
cach jurisdiction in the same relative share. Appendix A presents the allocation factors
for each zip code in the County,

For County services that are not tracked on a caseload basis, other approaches were used.
In many cases, such costs were allocated on a per capita basis. The rationale for each
approach is explained below.

Expenditures

The County aggregates its budget into five functional categories: fiscal and
administration, human services, intemnal services, justice, and land use. Within each
functional category are a number of budget units, which track the financial information
for the various programs within each functional category. For each budget unit, the
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budget shows the net County cost, which again is total appropriations less all program-
specific revenues.

The first step in determining which costs to allocate involves separating municipal costs
from Countywide costs. As noted above, municipal costs are those associated with
providing services solely to residents of the unincorporated area because, in the absence
of an incorporated city, the County is the only such service provider. Examples include
sheriff patrols and land use planning. The amounts determined to be municipal service
costs are deducted from the net County costs to be allocated under this analysts,

The net County costs amounts shown in the County budget are General Fund revenues
only. However, three additional revenue sources are sometimes used to augment General
Fund revenues. First, the County receives so-called “realignment” revenue from the state
to offset County medical services costs in budget unit 5240. Although technically
discretionary, such revenues are received only if the County provides local matching
funds. The total amount of net County costs shown in the budget includes the
realignment funds (again, because they are technically discretionary); however, the real
net effect on the County’s General Fund is only the amount of the local match.
Therefore, such realignment funds are subtracted from the net County cost figures to
reflect only the net General Fund amount.

Second, the County has opted to use retained earnings from the transition of the Valley
Medical Center to offset General Fund costs. Such revenues are purely discretionary, and
while they are not technically accounted for in the General F und, they do represent
revenues the County could direct toward municipal services. Thus, such funds are added
back to the General Fund costs to accurately reflect the total amount of discretionary
revenue directed to each program.

Finally, similar to the use of enterprise fund retained earnings, the County has monies
derived from so-called Teeter funds, which again are purely discretionary. Such revenues
derive from delinquent property tax collections. The use of these revenues decreases the
net impact to the County’s General Fund, and as such, should be included in the universe
of revenues subject to this analysis.

Table 1 presents a summary of total net County costs by budget unit as shown in the
1998/99 preliminary budget, the deduction of municipal service costs, and the appropriate
adjustments to account for the use of realignment, enterprise, and Teeter funds. The
shaded column in Table 1 thus shows the total costs that are to be allocated under this
analysis. The last column in Table 1 indicated the cost allocation approach used for each
budget unit,

Finance and Administration

The budget units found within this functional category primarily suppott the overall
County organization. Two exceptions are the Auditor-Controller’s and Assessor’s
offices. The Auditor-Controller’s office provides a variety of financial accounting
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services to many agencies throughout the County, including special fund accounting and
tax collecting for the cities. The Auditor-Controller charges these agencies for the cost of
such services; the remaining net County cost can therefore be assumed to be the cost of
providing services in support of such activities for the unincorporated part of the County,
By definition, such costs are municipal services and therefore not part of this analysis.

Likewise, the Assessor charges each affected agency a share of the cost of maintaining
property assessment rolls and related costs. One exception is the cost of property tax
administration related to school districts within the County. State law precludes County's
from levying service charges on school districts. Therefore, the remaining net County
cost associated with the Assessor function is that related to property tax administration in
the unincorporated area and school-related costs. These costs are thus treated as if they
were municipal cost, and not included in this analysis,

One other exception is budget unit 2540, which is a collection of miscellaneous
expenditures, some of which are intended to serve only unincorporated areas, and others
which extend services County wide. Table 2 shows the breakdown of this budget unit
and how the cost of each item was allocated under this analysis,

Table 3 shows the summary cost allocation of fiscal and administration functions.

Human Services System

Fresno County recently integrated its health and social services functions into a single
Human Services System (HSS). Twelve budget units within HSS have net County costs
associated with them. One of those budget units, 5620, is a municipal service reflecting
the County’s share of providing animal control services in the unincorporated parts of
County. The remaining of services provided by HSS are thus countywide services.

Caseload data were used to derive appropriate cost allocation percentages. Departmental
budget personne! compiled data about the numbers of existing service recipients, ’
including the zip code within which they reside. As noted above, zip codes were then
allocated among the fifteen cities and unincorporated area based on the percentage of
total addresses within each zip code that lie within cach city. In a couple of budget units,
there were cases and/or persons being served for which no zip code information was
available. We show the cost allocation two ways in such circumstances. First, we simply
show the “unknown” cases as a separate line item and distribute to it the proportional
share of costs. The second technique assumes that cases of “unknown” origin are
distributed similarly to those that are known. Therefore, the “unknown” cases are simply

allocated back out to the fifteen cities and unincorporated area in the same proportion as
known cases.

The following briefly describes the function of each budget unit within HSS that was part
of this analysis. Table 4 shows the actual cost allocation among the cities and
unincorporated area, including “unknown” cases as described above. Table 4a shows the
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cost allocation when “unknown® cases are redistributed among the various agencies.
Appendix B provides additional detail regarding the cost allocation for each budget unit,

Budget Unit 5600 - HSS Administration. This budget unit includes a variety of
administrative support for the entire Human Services function including, personnel,
financial services, computer support, and related services. A direct service provided from
this budget unit is substance abuse treatment. Budget staff indicated that recipients of
such services provides a reasonable basis for allocating the relatively small amount of net
County cost associated with this budget unit. A list of 5,630 current substance abuse
clients by zip code was used to allocate this cost.

Budget Unit 5610 — Employment and Temporary Assistance. This budget unit supports
public assistance and employment programs, which have undergone a variety of recent
changes under the auspices of the California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to
Kids (Cal WORKS) program. County budget staff indicated that the 15,176 persons who
received assistance under the Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) program
comprise a reasonable population across which to spread these costs.

Budget Unit 5630 — Adult Services. This budget unit supports two programs that serve
adult mental health needs. Adult protective service provides intervention in the event of
elder abuse, neglect, or exposure to hazardous living conditions. In addition, adult
mental health services are funded through this budget. County staff indicated that the
combination of adult protective services and mental health clients would be the
appropriate population among which to allocate costs. Staff provided list of 10,811 such

clients by zip code, which were then allocated to each of the cities and unincorporated
area,

Budget Unit 5640 - Children and Family Services. This budget unit supports a number of
services intended for children and families requiring mental health and social service
assistance. Discussions with County staff indicated that the combination of three client
indicators would best represent the allocation of these costs among the cities and
unincorporated area: the number of child protective services referrals (31,980), the
number of child protective services placements (2,665), and the number of child mental
health clients (2,978). Lists of these clients by zip code were used to allocate costs.

Budget Unit 5240 - County Medical Services. This budget unit supports medical service
to the County’s indigent population. County staff developed a list of clients by zip code
of residence, which was used to spread these costs.

Budget Unit 6310 - Employment and Temporary Assistance for Family Groups and
Budget Unit 6320 - Employment and Temporary Assistance for Unemployed Parents.
These budget units provide public assistance cash grants for families with dependent
children, their caretakers, and other essential persons. These budget units are parts of
what was formerly known as Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). County
staff provided a breakdown by zip code of residence of persons receiving cash assistance
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under these programs. Of the 38,233 total persons, 9,390 receive benefits through budget
unit 6310. The remaining 28,843 persons fall under budget unit 6320. .

Budget Unit 6410 - Foster Care. This budget unit provides funding for the care of
children placed in out-of-home foster care. Funds are intended to provide food, housing,
and other basic needs of foster children. Staff provided a list by zip code of 3,062 foster
children within the County, which was used to spread costs among the cities and
unincorporated area.

Budget Unit 6415 — Adoptions. This budget unit provides funding to support parents who
need financial assistance in order to adopt children. A list of the 663 clients by zip code

was prepared by County staff and used to allocate costs among the cities and
unincorporated area.

Budget Unit 6420 ~ In-Home Supportive Services. This budget unit supports mandated
services to aged and disabled persons who are otherwise unable to perform certain
functions and cannot remain in their homes unless such services are available. County
staff provided a list by zip code of the 9,309 THSS clients within the County, which was
used to spread costs among the cities and unincorporated area.

Budget Unit 6645 — General Relief This budget unit supports assistance to individuals
who are not eligible for other assistance programs, but meet eligibility requirements
established by the Board of Supervisors. Staff provided a list of 1,986 clients by zip
code, which was used to allocate costs.

Tables 4 and 4a presents the cost altocation based on the discussion presented above,

Additional detail including specific caseload numbers can be found in Appendix B of this
report.

Internal Services

Internal services refer to a variety of services that in general support the ongoing
operation of the County, The General Services Department provides countywide facility
services including real estate management, building maintenance, and security. Because
this function supports countywide operations, its costs are allocated simply on the basis
of countywide population. Likewise, purchasing and personnel service costs support the
myriad functions the County performs, and are similarly allocated on a per capita basis.
Parks and recreation services are available on an equal basis to all residents of the
County; thus, these costs are allocated on a countywide per capita basis.

Table 5 summarizes the allocation of internal service costs based on countywide per
capita multipliers. :

Justice Services )
The Justice Service functional category includes more than a dozen different budget units
that comprise public protection, incarceration, rehabilitation, and related public safety
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functions. Table 1 shows that more than half of the total net County cost is expended on
such services. Eleven of the budget units in this category have associated net County
costs. One budget unit, 3110, Sheriff protection, is a municipal service. This budget
supports the patrols and law enforcement activities within the unincorporated areas of the

County. The remaining ten budget units support countywide services and costs for those
services are therefore allocated in this analysis.

As with Human Services, caseload data were used to derive appropriate cost allocation
percentages. Departmental budget personnel compiled data about the numbers of
existing clients, including the zip code within which they reside. As noted above, zip
codes were then allocated among the fifteen cities and unincorporated area based on the
percentage of total addresses within each zip code that lie within each city.

In several cases, there were clients for whom no zip code information was available or
whose residence was outside the County. This was particularly true in the areas of
probation and the County jail, where persons residing outside the County may be enrolled
in various programs. Similar to the Human Services analysis above, we show the cost
allocation two ways in such circumstances. First, we show the “unknown” or “out of
County” cases as separate line items with proportional shares of net County cost. The
second technique assigns cases of “unknown” or “out of County” origin to the fifteen
cities and unincorporated area in the same proportion as known cases.

The following briefly describes the function of each budget unit within Justice Services
that was part of this analysis. Table 6 shows the cost allocation among the cities and
unincorporated area, including “unknown” and “out of County” cases as described above.
Table 6a shows the cost allocation when “unknown” and “out of County” cases are
redistributed among the various agencies.

Appendix C provides detailed caseload information and shows the specific cost allocation
for each budget unit.

Budget Unit 2838 - Court Ancillary Services. This budget unit provides funding for trial
court operation as part of the County’s required “maintenance of effort” (MOE) to
receive State funding under the Trial Court Funding Act of 1997. Discussions with
County staff indicated that traffic tickets provided a reasonable basis for spreading the net
County cost in this budget unit among the cities and unincorporated area. A database of
about 60,000 traffic tickets issued between July and December 1997 was used to allocate
net County costs among the cities and unincorporated area.

Budget Unit 2850 — County Clerk - Elections. This budget unit supports the maintenance
of voter records, and administration of Federal, State, and local elections. The Clerk
imposes charges for direct service costs on each agency that has a ballot question before
the voters. The amount that is not so charged is largely attributable to the ongoing
maintenance of the voter rolls. Thus, these costs are allocated based upon the number of
registered voters within each jurisdiction.
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Budget Unit 2860 - District Attorney. The District Attomey’s office is responsible for
prosecution of all criminal violations of State and local laws, including investigation and
civil action in consumer fraud cases. The DA’s office does not maintain caseload data
with address information. Further, the caseload in any given year can vary substantially.
Finally, only a couple of high profile cases can significantly skew average costs.

Discussions with DA staff indicated that using a weighted average of the cost allocation
for the Public Defender (BU 2875 and 2880), Sheriff Main Jai! (BU 3410), and adult
Probation (BU 3430) would provide a reasonable basis for allocation DA costs. Many of
the clients of these other budget units will have had contact with the DA’s office.

Budget Unit 2870~ Grand Jury. The County Grand Jury is comprised of County
residents convened to investigate and inquire into the operations of the County, cities,
and special districts. Because its service extends throughout the County, the small
amount of net County cost is therefore allocated on a countywide per capita basis.

Budget Unit 2875 ~ Alternate Indigent Defense and Budget Unit 2880 — Public Defender.
The Public Defender’s office provides legal representation to persons accused of crimes
who do not have the financial means to provide private legal representation. In some
cases, the Public Defender’s office may have a conflict representing a particular person.
In such cases, outside legal services are contracted out of budget unit 2875. The County
has recently implemented its Public Defender Case Tracking System, which includes
address information for clients of the office. This information was used to allocate
approximately 28,850 cases. The same cost allocation percentages were used to allocate
costs in budget unit 2875.

Budget Unit 3410 — Sheriff Main Jail. This budget unit supports the operation of County
jail. The County expects to receive approximately $9.2 million in booking fees from
cities within the County, charges for housing prisoners of other agencies in County
facilities. This amount reduces the net County cost by a like amount. However, the
remaining cost of operating the jail imposes a $17.1 million net County cost. County
staff provided a database of zip codes within which current inmates (as of 9/16/98)
reside, This snapshot may vary slightly from time to time, but is thought to be
representative of ongoing prisoner populations. This information was used to allocate
costs among the fifteen cities and unincorporated area.

Budget Unit 3430 — Probation, Budget Unit 3440 — Probation Juvenile Hall, and Budget
Unit 3445 — Probation Juvenile Camp. Probation is a State mandated justice system
department responsible for supervision of persons recently released from custody. This
budget unit also supports ongoing investigative work, as well as collaborations with
outside law enforcement agencies on special assignments. In addition, the department
oversees facilities used in the management of juvenile offenders, including treatment and
substance abuse services.
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Probation staff maintain caseload data for the services provided under these three budget

units. These data were used to allocate costs among the fifteen cities and unincorporated
area of the County.

Budget Unit 4330 - Coroner, Public Administrator, Public Guardian. This budget unit
supports three important countywide functions. The coroner investigates deaths resulting
from homicide, suicide, accidents, infectious diseases, or unknown causes, and performs
autopsies and internment of indigents. The Public Administrator is responsible for
administering the estates of deceased individuals in cases where there is not will or other
executor. The Public Guardian oversees the affairs of persons deemed incompetent to do
so on their own. All of these servicés are available to all residents of the County;
therefore, the cost of these functions has been allocated on a countywide per capita basis.

Table 6 shows the cost allocation among the cities and unincorporated area, including
“unknown™ and “out of County” cases as described above. Table 6a shows the cost

allocation when “unknown” and “out of County” cases are redistributed among the
various agencies.

Appendix C provides detailed caseload information and shows the specific cost allocation
for each budget unit.

Land Use

Four of the five budget units included under the functional classification of Land Use that
have net County costs are countywide services. Budget unit 4360, Development
Services, the County’s planning department which oversees and regulates land

development in the unincorporated area of the County only, and is therefore a municipal
service.

Budget unit 1930, Advertising County Resources, supports the promotion of trade and
commerce throughout Fresno County. Expenditure of these funds presumably provides
potential benefit to residents throughout the County. Therefore, for this analysis, such
costs are allocated on a countywide per capita basis,

Budget unit 4010, Agriculture, supports a variety of countywide functions. In addition to
inspection and regulation of agricultural commodities and practices, the department also
enforces State laws regarding the accuracy of weight and measuring devices,
prepackaged merchandise, and vapor recovery pursuant to air pollution regulations.
These varied services span the County, both in the cities and unincorporated areas. Thus,
these costs are atlocated on a countywide per capita basis.

The Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) is supported under budget unit
4370. LAFCo oversees proposed governmental service reorganizations and expansion of
cities’ political boundaries. Because LAFCo’s service area includes the entire County, it
seems reasonable to allocate such costs on a countywide per capita basis.
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Budget unit 7205 tracks financial activity relating to Community Development Block
Grant (CDBG) funding received from the federal government. Virtually all revenue for
this program is federal aid money. The County charges this activity for a share of
overhead costs based on the current County cost allocation plan. This charge provides a
net increase to the General Fund of $59,895. Because CDBG funding is used for various
housing programs throughout the County, this amount is credited to each agency on a per
capita basis. However, the cities of Fowler, Fresno, Huron, Mendota, and San J oaquin do
not participate in the County CDBG program; thus, these cities are not included in the
allocation of this budget unit.

Budget unit 7610 supports the County Cooperative Extension office, which provides
education and research programs in agriculture, nutrition, family and consumer sciences
through cooperative efforts with the University of California. The County’s share of such
costs includes clerical, field assistance, printing, operating supplies, transportation, and
facilities. Services provided under this program are available to all residents of the
County; thus, its costs are allocated on a countywide per capita basis,

Table 7 shows the allocation of Land Use costs among the fifteen cities and
unincorporated area based on the discussion above.

Expenditure Allocation Summary

Tables 8 and 8a summarize the allocation of total net County costs from the discussion
above. Table 8 includes costs associated with caseload data of unknown or out of County
origin and shows them separately. Table 8a also includes such costs, but shows them
redistributed among the fifieen cities and unincorporated County.

Revenues

The universe of revenues from which the County can fund net County costs are called
discretionary revenues. Table 9 shows the proposed 1998/99 General Fund budget
estimates of this amount by line item. In general, there are three significant sources of
County General Fund discretionary revenue: property taxes, other taxes, and subventions
from the state of California. Combined, these three sources account for more than 90%
of County discretionary revenue.

The following describes each of these major revenues and from whence they originate,

Property Taxes

As shown in Table 9, the County expects to receive about $46.7 in property tax revenue
in the current fiscal year. Of this amount, more than $40 million derives from the secured
property tax roll, that is, taxes on real property such as land, buildings, and certain types
of fixtures. The remaining line items, with the exception of Redevelopment Tax
Increment Reimbursements, are other types of property tax revenue.

Property tax revenues are shared among a number of local governmental agencies based
on “tax rate areas,” which define the share of the base property tax rate received by such
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agencies. For example, taxes paid by property within the City of Fresno are distributed
among a number of agencies, including the City, County, and school districts, among
others. The County Auditor-Controller maintains information about the extent to which

the County receives revenue from property within each incorporated city. Table 10
presents this information.

As can be seen in Table 10, the County experienced a substantial loss of property tax
revenue when the State shifted funding to local schoo! districts via the Educational
Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF). As noted in the introduction to this report, ERAF
resulted from the State’s decision to resolve its General Fund budget shortfall at the
expense of local governments, especially counties. Table 10 shows that prior to ERAF,
the County would have received about $54.2 million in property tax revenue from
property located within the cities. However, the ERAF shift resulted in about 51% of the
County’s property tax revenue moving to fund schools. Thus, the County now expects to
receive about $26.5 million from taxes on property within the incorporated cities.

Table 10 also shows the allocation of other property taxes shown in Table 9. Unsecured,
suppiemental, and delinquent property tax revenues are assumed to derive from the cities
in the same proportion as the secured roll. Finally, revenues resulting from pass-through
agreements with various redevelopment agencies are likewise credited back to the
originating city.

Sales Taxes

Fresno County has negotiated sales tax sharing agreements with twelve of the fifteen
cities in the County. Table 11 illustrates the amount of revenue. The most recent data
from the Auditor’s office is for fiscal year 1996/97. We have assumed that these amounts
have increased by three percent per year to adjust the data to 1998/99.

Other Revenues

Table 9 shows the majority of County discretionary revenues derive from revenues other
than property and sales taxes. In particular, motor vehicle in-lieu fees and Proposition
172 funds provide more than 45% of total County discretionary revenue. A variety of
other revenues such as interest and rental earnings, Williamson Act reimbursements, and
several minor taxes comprise the remainder of the County’s discretionary revenue.

Motor vehicle in-lieu fees are allocated from the state to the County on the basis of
countywide population. Proposition 172 monies are allocated on the basis of countywide
retail sales. Each city in Fresno County also receives allocations of these revenues based
on state formulas. The County’s view of these revenues is that since they are allocated

by the State, and as such beyond local control, they are not situs-based, and therefore not
included in this analysis.

Summary . .
Tables 12 and 12a summarize the results of this analysis by comparing the two estimates
of net County costs by jurisdiction to the property and sales tax originating in each city.
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Table 12 uses the derivation of net County costs that include allowances for out of
County and unknown case loads. Table 12a uses the net County cost derivation that
redistributes those cost among the cities and unincorporated area.

Our analysis indicates that the County spends substantially more providing Countywide
services to city residents in comparison to property and sales tax revenues generated
within those areas. In fact, while the cost of services provided by the County in the
incorporated cities has increased by nearly $34 million compared to ten years ago, the
amount of property and sales tax flowing to the County from each city has only increased
by about $2 million. The latter statistic can be largely attributed to the state-imposed

ERAF property tax shift that reduced by about half the share of property tax received by
the County.

Compounding the ERAF shifts is the fact that the substantial majority of County
discretionary revenue lies outside the County’s control. For example, just this legislative
year, several proposals were debated that could have changed how motor vehicle in-lieu
fees were collected and allocated to local agencies. The package finally adopted by the
state legislature ultimately left the County financially unchanged. However, the potential
for future changes to the allocation of this and other revenues remains unclear.

Such uncertainty makes long range financial planning difficult at best. Many cities and
counties throughout California have responded to this circumstance by attempting to use
the financial system to what little advantage it offers. In particular, using their control
over land use, many local agencies have opted to encourage the development of uses that
will generate substantial property and sales taxes because large portions of those revenues
are retumed to the jurisdiction within which such uses are located, However, siting land
uses solely for financial reasons often conflicts with other planning goals.

Many of the cities and County of Fresno have acknowledged this potential conflict by
entering into property and sales tax sharing agreements, Both the cities and County

" generally agree that urban scale development should be directed into existing cities where
infrastructure and public services are generally available, or easier and less expensive to
provide. However, as noted above, such policies may reduce County discretionary
revenues by limiting property and sales tax revenues. Acknowledging this fact, many of
the cities and County have agreed to share such revenues as one means of mitigating
fiscal impacts to the County’s General Fund while encouraging sound land use planning.

The current system of local government finance provides limited and relatively fixed
amount of revenue with which cities and counties can fund desired levels of service.
What's clear is that all local agencies in California are struggling to maintain service
levels in the face of ever-tightening budgets. The challenge facing the cities and County
is to find a way to continue good land use planning practice, while minimizing adverse
impacts to their respective General Funds.
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Persons Contacted
The following persons were contacted and/or provided data used in this analysis:

Anderson, Susan - County Clerk

Eidal, Hal - Public Works & Development Services
Englemen, Jim - Sheriff’s Office

Erwin, Jim - County Medical Services

Francone, Clyde — Auditor-Controller’s Office
Freed, Robert - District Attorney’s Office

Fries, Carolyn - County Administrative Office
Fries, Kevin - County Administrative Office
Jackson, Sydney — Computer Services

Lindegren, Betsy — Probation Department

McCants, Kerry - Public Works & Development Services
Miller, John - County Medical Services

Murphy, Bill - County Administrative Office
Pauline, Erine - Court Ancillary Services

Popp, John - Public Works & Development Services
Puccini, Margaret — Public Defenders Office
Puglia, Frank - Human Services Department
Rosconi, Steve - District Attorney’s Office

Schab, Tom - Assessor’s Office

Stover, Jeff — Human Services Department
Thompson, Susan - County Administrative Office
Ward, Douglas — General Services

Weiser, Jon — County Administrative Office

Attachments

Tables

Appendix A - Allocation of Zip Codes Among the Cities and Unincorporated Area
Appendix B -- Detailed Human Services Caseload Data

Appendix C - Detailed Justice Services Caseload Data
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Table 1 - Net County Costs to Allocate and Cost Allocation Approach Summary
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M) BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 09,400 0 050,40 W80 T per Courtywice capis
- B TY, 1,080, 508 [} 1,080,508 1,060,588 1 per Countywios capiia
022 CAD GRANTS [ 0 ] [
0450 AUDITOR-CONTROLLER S0re] 514155 (57047 AT 0] per Countywite caplte
0420  ASSESSOR 4,502 T84 5,300,813 {913,840 #1849 0] 100% wrincarporsied
0710 COUNTY COUNSEL 1833574 [ 1.633,514 150,574 ] por Countywice capits
0 MISC. EXPENDITURES 6.5807 32 1,240,508 534870 1,423,580 870,314 ool armiysi
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400 PW. TRANSIT SERVICES ] 0 o L
512 PUBLIC WORKS - GRANTS o ] [} [
T8  COMO 54,008 0 0.9%5) g:}l par Countywide capka
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Table 2 - Cost Allocation of Budget Unlt 2640 - Interest and Miscellaneous Expenditures

Item Cost Cost Allocation Basis Notes
Financing Faees 3,580,000 (Countywide population Supports courtywide financing neads
Rosd Fund offset 1,021,583  IMunkipal Senvice Supports maintenance of roads In unincomaocated
area
JCountywide Audi 190,000 |Countywide population Supports countywide oparations
Amador Plan fire services 159,005  |Municipal Service Fire sarvice In unincorporated sreas
lon of Vaior Museum 10,000 Countywide popultion Service is avaiable to all resicents
Milertor fire sorvices 80,000 Municipal Service Firs service in unincorporated areas
resnc-Maders Arsa Agency on Aging 11,729  |Countywide population Benefity all County residents
oluntser Bureau Crossing Guard Program 14,231 Countywide populstion Benafits &l County residents
resno City/County Historical Soclety 11,776 Countywide population Service is svalabie to all residents
mission on Stahss of Women 4,000  [Countywide population  |Secrvice is avaZabie to all residents
4 Instiytions Code Section 4301 Cases 1,000 Countywice population Sorvice is avalable to sl reskients
Legislative Advocacy Services §5200  [Countywide population  {Supports countywide apertions
puter Equipment 1,023,580 |Countywide population Supports countywide opacations
Counsel 208,000 [Countywide population Supports countywide operstions
Assaulk Exams 75,000 Countywide popuiation Service is avalable to sl residents
Amoured Transport 28,352 Countywide popuiation Supports countywide operations
Miscefigneous other projects 287448  |Countywide population Supports countywide operstions
Departmental Expenss 700,000 [Countywide population Supports countywide operations
Total Projact Costs 7,610,902
[Total Municipal Sarvics Cost 1,240,588
4ot County Cost to Alocate 6,370,314
Source: me1mmwmmmmam.
Cost Allocation Summary - Budget Unit 2540
1/1/88
Jurisdiction Poputation % of Total Share of BU 2540 Costs
87,718 8.8% 548,276
10,385 1.3% 84,185
6,103 0.8% 49,414
3,821 0.5% 30,837
411,641 52.3% 3,332,601
5,680 0.7% 45 888
7424 0.9% 60,110
8,680 1.1% 72,708
1,607 1.0% 81,582
7.859 1.0% 83,622
10,882 1.4% 87,8468
20,187 26% 163,448
18,751 2.4% 151,821
3,025 0.4% 24,493
18,050 2.3% 148,145
Unincorporated ‘178,708 22.7% 1,448,945
768,779 100.0% 6,370,314

Source: Califoria Department of Finance, and Crawford Muttari & Clark Associates.
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Table 8 - Total Net County Cost Allocation Summary
{Includes Costs of "Out of County” and "Unknown" Cases

Fiacal and Percant of
Jursdiction Adminstration | Human Services | lntemal Sarvices Justice Land Use Total Total Costs
Clovis 583,805 1,237,161 984,273 3,275,360 1352371 8815838 5.4%
Coalinga 151,023 250,501 151,085 775,342 20,780 | 1,388,720 1.1%
Firebaugh 28,087 285,007 88,709 404,481 12,188 879,053 0.7%
Fowles 55,513 102,172 55,539 213,934 8,278 435434 0.4%
Fresno 5,580,050 18,743,137 5982,8002 | 36,097,203 891,478 | 67,604,760 54.8%
Huron 82,521 122,914 82,581 543,337 12,302 843,835 0.7%
Kerman 107,859 408,908 107,910 §37,413 14827 | 1,174,815 1.0%
Kingsburg 130,485 188,498 130,527 530,605 17934 | 1,007.119 0.8%
Mendota 110,518 272,770 110,570 589,600 18475 | 1,100,024 0.9%
Cove 114,179 213,848 114,233 811,741 15695 1,069,603 0.9%
Padter 157,608 292.99%9 157,583 813,084 21,6931 144343 1.2%
Reediey 293,285 372.450 293,424 1,603,039 403181 2,602,514 2.1%
Sanger 22422 615,560 272,552 1,223,149 37,448 ¢ 2,421,131 2.0%
San Joaquin 43,548 133,045 43,960 235,258 6.552 483,173 0.4%
Seima 262,238 555,344 262,362 1,261,703 %048 | 2377694 1.9%
{Unincomorated 2,506,342 4,261,734 2597.576 | 11542677 358002 | 21,355,227 17.3%
[Total Afiocated -
Costs 11,430,842 28,094,040 11,436,074 60,267,777 1,644,131 | 112,872,685 91.5%
Out of County &
|Uriknown Costs 0 574,321 0 9,977,879 0] 10,552,199 8.5%
Total 11,430,642 29,668,381 11,438,074 | 70,245,856 1,844,131 | 123,424,864 100.0%
Table 8a - Total Net County Cost Allocation Summary
(Rodistributes Costs of "Out of County™ and "Unknown”™ Cases)
Fiscal and Parcent of
Adminstration | Human Secvices | Intermnal Services Justice Land Use Total Total Conts
983,805 1,268,828 984,273 3,783,096 135237 | 71,155.238 5.0%
151,023 294,079 151,005 914,911 20,780 | 1,531,888 1.2%
88,667 266,932 88,706 478,548 12,188 953,443 0.8%
55513 103,143 55,539 248,025 8278 470497 0.4%
5,980,050 19,128,459 5982092 42,181,104 891,478 | 74,143983 60.1%
82,521 13,773 82,561 838,792 12,302 $36,949 0.8%
107,850 410,544 107,810 825,983 14,827 | 1267102 1.0%
130,485 192,808 130,527 623,360 17,954 | 1,005,202 0.9%
110,548 275,087 110,570 091,215 18475 | 1,203,848 1.0%
114,479 218,558 114,233 710,504 15688 | 1171188 0.9%
157,808 204,592 157,583 944,831 21803 | 1,575,908 1.3%
263,285 379,712 200,424 1,065,074 40318 | 2872812 2.3%
22422 627,000 272,552 1,432,359 37448 | 2841790 2.1%
43948 138,111 4,98 264,437 8,552 434,017 0.4%
262,238 585,164 262,382 1,463 374 3048 | 2,589,187 2.1%
2,596,342 4,306 498 2507518 | 13400743 as6.902 | 23,318,059 18.9%
11430642 ] 20668381 | 11.496074] 70245558 1,044,131 | 123,424,884 100.0%]

Sowurce: Crawlord Whiler] & Clark Associsles.



Table 9 - Countywide Discretionary General Fund Revenue

96.99
Revenue Source Recommended Allocation Methodology
mm. 138,002 Akocate to ROAS A ongin |
3007 SUPPLEMENTAL ROLL - PRIOR UNSEC 10,000 proportional share of secured roll rol
3008 SUPPLEMENTAL ROLL - PRIOR SEC 0 per Auditor report
3000 SUPPLEMENTAL ROLL - UNSECURED 10,000 proportionsl share of secured roll rol
3010 CLURRENT SECURED PROP TAXES 40,800,000 per Auitor report
3011 SUPPLEMENTAL ROLL 450,000 proportionsl share of secured roll rol
3013  SUPP.-CURR UNSEC PRIOR 5,000 proportional share of secured rofl rol
3015 CURRENT UNSECURED 2,300,000 propoctional share of secured rolf rol
3017 CURRENT UNSECURED PRIOR 40,000 proportioral share of secured rof rol
3025 PRIOR UNSECURED 25,000 proportional share of secured rolf rol
3030 DELINQUENT TAXES 2,000,000 proportional shars of secured rol rol
PROPERTY TAXES 48,785,002 per Aucitor reports
3045 SALES TAX 14,250,000 per Auditor reports
3047 TIMBER YIELD 80,000 100% unincorporated
3000 COTTON BALE IN-UEU 0
3085 AIRPLANE 150,000 100% unincorporated
3075 PROPERTY TRANSFER FEE 1,000,000 Use property tax spit
3085 RACEHORSE 10,000 NA
— OTHER TAXES 12,490,000
TOTAL TAXES §9,275,092
3171 DEVELOPMENT SERV FEE 200,000 100% unincorporated
3183 FRANCHISES 1,900,000 100% unincorpormbed
— TOTAL LICENSES AND PERMITS 2,100,000
3380 INTEREST 7,053,500 NA
3404 RENTAL INCOME 102,000 100% Unincorporated
TOTAL OTHER REVENUES
3465 MOTOR VEHICLE IN-LIEU 34,000,000 NA
3585 HOMEOWNERS IN-LIEV 1,050,000 100% unincorporsied
3577 ST. PROP TAX PROP 172 34,200,000 NA
3500 WILLIAMSON ACT 5,870,000 100% unincorporated
“YOTAL STATE AID 75,120,000
4300 FEDERAL IN-LIEU HOUSING 10,000 NA
4370 FEDERAL IN-LEU TAXES 318,000 NA
[4) 326,008
4021 COUNTYWIDE COST ALLOCATION 1,558,500 NA
7922 GENERAL CO OVERHEAD-REALIGN. 2100315 NA
TOTAL CHARGES 3. 728,818
COUNTYWIDE REVENUE 4T T02,407
3500 MOTOR VEHICLE IN-LIEU (REALIGN.) 0 Offast by decreesad costs in BLS240
3575 STATE OTHER (STABILZATION) 2,837,000 NA
3405 AB-2478 - MENTAL HEALTH MVIL & AB77! 0 Offest by decreased costs In BUS240
OTAL REALIGN 2057008
TOTAL COUNTYWIDE REVENUE 150,830,407
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Table 11 - County Sales Tax Revenue
Derived From the Incorporated Cities - FY 1998-99

County's Share | 1996/97 Sales ]1998/99 Esurnat;l
of Sales Tax | Tax to County (1)

4.00% 313,634 333,053
2.50% 16,629 17,842
2.50% 11,612 12,213
2.50% 10,316 10,844
5.42% 2,358,974 2,502,636
0.00% 0 o
3.00% 18,458 19,5682
3.00% 15,531 16477
0.50% . 1,327 1,408
0.00% ¢ 0
0.00% 0 0
2.00% 22,380 23,743
3.00% 38,450 40,792
2.50% 4013 4257
3.50% 81,476 86,438

2,893,000 3,069,184

(1) Assumes three percent annual increase for two years.
Source: Fresno County Auditor-Contolier's Office, July 28, 1998; and CMCA.



Table 12 - Net Effect on County General Fund

Diffarence - Net

Net County Cost| Percent of | Property & Sales| Percent of | Impact to County| Percent of
Jurisdiction (1) Total Tax Ravenue Total | General Fund (2) Total
Clovis 6,615,836 7.2% 5,359,863 15.7% {1,255,974) 22%
Coalinga 1,388,720 1.5% 361,190 1.1% (1,027,530) 1.8%
Firebaugh 878,053 1.0% 214,283 0.6% (664,770) 1.2%
Fowler 435,434 0.5% 261,245 0.8% {174,190) 0.3%
Fresno 67,694,760 74.0% 23,603,215 69.1% (44,091,545) 76.9%
Huron 843,635 0.9% 83,068 0.2% (780,568) 1.4%
Katman 1,174,615 1.3% 263,735 0.8% (910,880) 1.68%
Kingsburg 1,007,118 1.1% 504,390 1.6% {502,729) 0.9%
Mendota 1,100,024 1.2% 242,048 0.7% {857,976) 1.5%
Orange Cove 1,069,693 - 1.2% 195,402 0.6% (874,292) 1.5%
Parlier 1,443,436 1.6% 154,988 0.5% {1.288,448) 2.2%
Reedley 2,602,514 2.8% 1,152,472 3.4% {1,450,042) 2.5%
Sanger 2,421,131 2.6% 756,482 2.2% (1,664 649) 2.9%
San Joaquin 463,773 0.5% 87,8681 0.3% (365,911) 0.6%
Seima 2,377,654 26% 919,375 2.7% {1,458,319) 2.5%
[Total 91517438 | 100.0%| _ 34,149,615] 100.0%| (57,387 822) 100.0%
(1) Inchudes costs of "ot of county” and “unknown® cases.
() Netimpact is net County cost less property and sales tax revencs.
Table 12a - Net Effect on County General Fund
Difference - Net
Net County Cost| Percent of | Property & Sales| Percent of Impact to County | Percent of
Jurigdiction {1 Total Tax Revenue Total | General Fund (2) Total
IClovis 7,155,238 7.1% 5,369,883 15.7% {1,795,375) 2.7%
Coslinga 1,531,868 1.5% 361,190 1.1% (1,170,678) 1.8%
Firebaugh 953,443 1.0% 244,283 06% {738,160) 1.1%
Fowler 470,497 0.5% 261,245 0.8% (209,252) 0.3%
Fresno 74,143,983 T4.1% 23,603,215 689.1% (50,540,768) 78.8%
Huron 939,049 0.9% 63,066 0.2% (8786,883) 1.3%
Kesman 1,267,103 1.3% 283,735 0.8% (1,003,368) 1.5%
Kingsburg 1,085,202 1.1% 504,390 1.5% {590,813) 0.9%
[Mendota 1,203,848 1.2% 242,048 0.7% (9681,798) 1.5%
Orange Cove 1,171,168 1.2% 195,402 0.8% (975,764) 1.5%
FPaJﬁer 1,576,908 1.6% 154,588 0.5% (1,421,917) 22%
Reedley 2,872,812 2.9% 1,152,472 34% {1,720,140) 26%
Sanger 2,641,790 2.6% 756 482 2.2% (1,885,308) 2.9%
San Joaquin 454 017 0.5% 97,861 0.3% (396,156) 0.6%
Seima 2,589,187 28% 919,375 2.7% (1,669,812) 2.5%
[Total 100,106,805 | 100.0%|  34,149.615 | 100.0%|  (65,957,190) 100.0%

{1) Redistributes cost of "out of county” and “unknown® cases among cities and unincorporsied area.

(2) Net impact is net Counly cost less propecty and sales tax revenue.
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Appendix B - Human Services Department Cost Allocation Detail
BU 5800 - H8S Admin. {Substance Abuse)

$8/99 NCC; 83,732
Persons | Percentof| Share of Net % only win ShamofN%
Served Total County Cost County |County Cost
215 3.8% 3587 3.9% 3663
68 1.2% 1,100 2% 1,124
23 0.4% 383 0.4% 381
13 02% 209 0.2% 213
3,998 71.0% 68,555 72.5% 87,979
9 0.2% 154 0.2% 157
27 0.5% 454 0.5% 484
2 0.6% 528 0.8% 539
47 0.8% e 0.8% 798
20 0.4% kK& 0.4% 340
K ] 0.8% YA | 0.8% 583
48 0.8% 783 0.8% 79
80 1.4% 1.324 1.4% 1,353
14 0.3% 240 0.3% 245
13 0.2% 210 0.2% 215
876 156% 14578 15.9% 14,890
118 21% 1,985 0.0% 0
5,630 160.0% 93.732 100.0% | 93,732 |
BU 8610 - Employes and Termporary Assistance
88/98 NCC: 1,220,445
Persons Percentof | Share of Net
Served Total County Cost
a2 4.0% 48224
130 0.9% 10,483
85 0.8% 7.852
43 0.3% 3472
10,290 67.8% 827,555
48 0.3% 3837
109 0.7% 4,738
85 0.8% 8,835
134 0.9% 10,741
132 0.9% 10,580
154 1.0% 12,350
183 1.2% 14,743
256 1.7% 20,585
88 0.4% 5482
292 1.9% 23,454
2,545 18.8% 204,704
0 0.0% 0
15178 100.0% 1,220,445
Fresno County Net County Cost Analysis
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BU 5240 County Medical Services Cost Allocation

Freanc County Nat County Cost Analysis

FRESNO COUNTY HOSPITAL, EH & CH
SERVICES COMPILED BY ZIP CODE
SUBINCC: 11,359,711
Share of Net
Jurisidiction Total Cases | % oftotal ]  County Cost
18,203 4.42% 502,337
5,954 1.62% 184,590
6,781 1.85% 210,230
2,014 0.55% 62,440
244,240 66.66% 7,572,107
2818 0.77% 87,304
8,120 2.20% 251,742
2919 0.80% 90,497
5,575 1.52% 172,840
Cove 2,759 0.75% 85,537
4,528 1.24% 140,318
4,688 1.28% 145,341
7,813 2.13% 242,224
Joequin 2,049 0.80% 91,427
Seima 7,538 2.08% 233,699
Incorporated 324,895 83.67% 10,072,833
MnCOrporated 41,518 11.33% 1,287,078
otal NO. of Sves 366,410 “100% | 11,359,711
BU 8310 & $320 - AFDC
98/99 NCC for BU 6310 671,429
96/99 NCC for BU 8320 586,404
( ' Porcent of Peccantof | BU 8320 | Percent of |Share of BU| Shere of BU
B Total | BUG31OShare | Total Share Totsl | 8310 NCC | 8320 NCC
3.0% Fi7] 3.0% as1 3.0% 19,818 16,738
0.7% 85 0.7% 200 0.7% 4,859 2,930
0.5% 47 0.5% 145 0.5% 3,384 2,855
0.2% 18 0.2% 57 0.2% 1,319 1,113
H.T% 673 T1.7% 20,888 T1.1% 481,548 | 408222
0.4% 42 0.4% 120 0.4% 3,014 2,543
0.5% 4 0.5% 151 0.5% 3,521 2970
0.4% a7 C.4% 113 0.4% 2,641 2,228
D&% 57 0.0% 176 0.6% 4,083 3,453
0.6% n” 0.8% 28 0.8% S474 4818
0.9% 88 0.9% 2r2 0.9% 8,328 5,338
12% 110 1.2% 38 12% 7,833 8,608
1.3% 120 1.3% an 1.3% 8,002 7257
0.3% 28 0.3% 87 0.3% 2,028 1,711
1.5% 144 1.5% 442 1.5% 10,280 2672
15.9% 1,498 15.9% 4,502 15.9% 108,890 90,170
0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0
100.0% 9,300 T00.0% | 28843 | 100.0% | 871430 | 36457
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BU 6410 - Foster Care

88/99 NCC: 1,750,480
Persons Percentof | Share of Net | % only wiin|Share of Netl
Jurisidiction Served Total County Cost County {County Cost
Clovis 129 4.2% 73,808 5.1% 89,222
Coalinga 14 0.4% 7.872 0.5% 8,516
Firebaugh 8 0.3% 4533 0.3% 5.480
5 0.2% 3,037 0.2% 3,871
1,700 556.5% 971,575 67.1% | 1,174,482
2 0.1% 880 0.1% 1,064
12 0.4% 8,601 0.5% 7,880
19 0.8% 10,689 0.7% 12,897
8 0.3% 4,377 0.3% 5,291
8 0.2% 4,288 0.3% 5,184
2 0.1% 941 C.1% 1,138
36 1.2% 20,586 1.4% 24,885
58 1.8% 33122 2.3% 40,039
9 0.3% 5,043 0.3% 6,097
35 1.1% 20,040 1.4% 24,225
491 16.0% 280,689 19.4% 339,309
529 17.3% 302,418 0 0
3,062 100.0% | 1,750,480 700% | 1,750,480 |
BU 68415 - Adoption Cases
88/99 NCC: 125,576
Persons Percentof| Share of Net % only w/in}Share of Netl
Jurisidiction Served Total County Cost County [County Cost
Clovis 33 4.9% 6,187 6.1% 1687
Coalinga 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
Firebaugh 2 0.2% 300 0.3% ar2
Fowler 1 0.2% 251 0.2% an
Fresno 353 53.2% 66,818 65.9% 82,804
Huron 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
Kerman 3 0.4% 497 0.5% 618
Kingsburg 4 0.6% 707 0.7% 878
Mendota 1 0.1% 181 0.2% 200
Orange Cove 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
Partier 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
Reedley 7 1.0% 1,240 1.2% 1,537
Sanger 14 2.0% 2,568 2.5% 3,183
San Joaquin 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
Selma 5 0.7% 830 0.9% 1,152
Unincorporated 114 17.3% 21,673 21.4% 26,858
Unknown 128 19.3% 24,244 0 0
Fou 663 100.0% 125,576 100% | 1255768 |

Fresno County Net County Cost Analysis
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BU 8420 - In Home Support Services

88/99 NCC; 8,928,008
Persons Percentof| Share of Net
Jurisdiction Served Total County Cost

Clovis 381 4.1% 385,605

Coalinga 64 0.7% 61,637

Firebaugh 54 0.6% 51,719

Fowler 30 0.3% 28,6844

Fresno 5,584 64.3% 5,740,052

Huron 23 0.2% 22,148

Kerman 100 1.1% 986,161

Kingsburg 45 0.5% 43,015

Mendota 66 0.7% 63,645

Orange Cove 78 0.8% 75,146

Parlier 119 1.3% 114,372

Reedley 158 1.7% 149,937

Sanger 257 2.8% 246,667

San Joaquin 15 0.2% 14,616

Selma 177 1.8% 170,132

Unincorporated 1,757 18.9% 1,685,514

Unknown 0 0.0% 0

[Total 5,309 100.0% | 6,629,008

BU 66845 - General Relief

88/99 NCC: 3,046,728

Percentof |  Share of Net  |% only w/in|Share of Ne]
Cases Total County Cost  [County County Cost

Clovis 100 5.0% 153,373 5.2% 158,233
Coalinga 6 0.3% 8,458 0.3% 8,726
Firebaugh 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
Fowler 0 0.0% 75 0.0% 77
Fresno 1,380 69.5% 2,119,274 T1.7% 2,188,431
Huron 0 0.0% 4] 0.0% 0
Kermman 20 1.0% 30,629 1.0% 31,589
Kingsburg 17 0.8% 25,808 0.8% 26,625
Mendota 5 0.3% 7,838 0.3% 8,088
IOraﬂge Cove 15 0.8% 23,037 0.8% 23,787
Parfier 5 0.2% 7,550 0.3% 7,790
Reediey 10 0.5% 15,081 0.5% 15,569
Sanger 27 1.4% 41,653 1.4% 42,973
San Joaquin 5 0.2% 1.389 0.2% 7,624
Seima 48 2.4% 74,204 2.5% 76,838
Unincorporated 288 14.5% 441,805 14.9% 455,509
Unknown 81 3.1% 93,672 0 0
[Totai 1.666 700.0% | 3,049,728 100% | 3,040,728 |

Fresno County Net County Cost Analysis
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Appendix C - Justice Services Cost Allocation Detail

BU 2838 - Court Ancllilary Services
Per traffic filings by zip code, 7/67-12/97, data provided by Emie Pauline

88/99 NCC: 12,625,033
Share of Net | % only win
Jurisdiction Tickets to Residents o | % of Total County Cost County
Clovis 3,260 S4% 888,504 6.4%
Coalinga 511 0.9% 107,692 1.0%
Firebaugh 567 0.5% 118,409 1.1%
Fowler 289 0.5% 680,905 0.8%
Fresno 28,400 47 4% 5,983,403 55.8%
‘Hwon 252 0.4% 53,004 0.5%
Kerman 482 0.8% 101,504 0.9%
Kingsburg 585 1.0% 123,280 1.1%
Mendota &87 1.1% 144,586 1.3%
Orange Cove 300 05% 83,193 0.6%
Pariler 827 1.4% 174,103 1.8%
Reediey 1,242 2.1% 261,858 24%
Sanger 1,342 2.2% 282,558 2.6%
San Joaqguin 248 0.4% §2,532 0.5%
Seima 1,561 2.8% 328,683 1%
Unincorporated 10,351 17.3% 2,180,087 20.3%
Out of County $.030 15.1% 1,901,843 0.0%
otal 59,544 100.0K] 12,625,083 100.0%)
BU 2850 - County Clerk

1. Clerk charges cities for specific costs of elections.
2. Remaining net County costs are largley result of maintenance of voter rotis.
3. Thersfora, number of registerad voters is the appropriats basis for spreading costs.

County Clerk Net County Costs: 4315223
Number of Registered Share of Net

Voters % of Total | County Costs
31,723 102% 441,005
3633 1.2% 50,505
1,323 0.4% 18,362
1,818 0.5% 22,493

162,957 52.5% 2,265,385
866 0.3% 12,039
2,522 0.8% 35,080
4223 1.4% 58,707
1,903 0.6% 26,455
1.558 0.5% 21,659
2,731 0.9% 37,906
8.757 2.2% 93,634
512 0.2% 7,118
8,840 2.1% 92,308
8.315 2.0% 87,789
75,128 24.2% 1,044,409

310,400 100.0% 4,315,

Page C-1
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Budget Unit 2875 - Alternate Indigent Defsnse
Per Information provided by Sydney Jackson and Jon Weiser

88/89 NCC; 3,005,185
Case Load with Address Share of Net | % only win | Share of Net
Jurisdiction in: % of Total | County Costs County | County Costs
IClovis 1,109 5.3% 158,881 58% 172,983
Coalinga 157 0.8% 22,624 0.8% 24,478
Firebaugh 134 0.8% 19,313 0.7% 20,897
Fowler 82 0.4% 11,081 0.4% 12,834
Fresno 11,810 58.6% 1,702,120 61.3% 1,841,687
Huron 79 0.4% 11,424 0.4% 12,361
Kaman 175 0.8% 25,190 0.9% 27,256
1Kinglburg 248 1.2% 35,174 1.3% 38,707
Mendota 190 0.8% 27.340 1.0% 29,581
Orange Cove 171 0.8% 24824 0.9% 26843
Parfier 282 1.3% 37,789 1.4% 40,888
Readiey 431 2.1% 62,180 2.2% 87,258
Sanger 414 2.0% 50,651 2.1% 64,541
San Joaquin 52 0.9% 7513 0.3% 8,129
Seima 501 24% 72,142 2.6% 78,058
Unincorporated 3,456 168.6% 498,070 17.9% 538,002
Out of County 1,580 7.6% 227,709 0.0% ¢
Unknown 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
liou 20,852 100.0% 3,005,185 100.0% | 3.005,185 |
Budget Unit 2880 - Public Defender
PorhfamaﬁonpfowdodbySydmyJaduonandJonWeber
8899 NCC 5,705,643
Case Load with Address Share of Net | % only win | Share of Net
in; % of Total | County Costs County | County Costs
1,100 5.3% 303,549 5.8% 328,435
157 0.8% 42,953 0.8% 48475
134 0.86% 36,068 0.7% 39,674
82 0.4% 22,520 0.4% 24,208
11,810 58.0% 3231644 81.3% 3,496,588
TS 0.4% 21,001 0.4% 23,400
175 0.8% 47,826 0.9% 81,747
248 12% 67,921 1.3% 73,490
190 0.9% 51,907 1.0% 56,183
17 0.8% 48,751 0.9% 50,584
202 1.3% 71,747 1.4% 77,629
431 2.1% 118,017 2.2% 127,002
414 2.0% 113,253 2.1% 122,538
52 0.23% 14,264 0.3% 15,434
501 2.4% 136,568 2.6% 148,198
3,458 18.6% 845,635 17.9% 1,023,182
1,580 7.6% 432,329 0.0% 0
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
20,852 100.0% 5,706,643 100.0% | 5,705,843
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Budget Unit 3410 - Sheriff Main Jaii
Per Current Inmate population provided by Jim Engelmen

98/99 NCC: 17,137,838
Share of Net | % only win | Share of Net
Inmates Residingin: { % of Total County Costs County | County Costs
54 3.3% 588,768 3.8% 847,902
21 1.3% 221,041 1.5% 252,684
7 0.4% 74,712 0.5% 85,407
3 0.2% 34,751 0.2% 39,726
8680 52.6% 9,007,774 80.1% | 10.297.295
18 1.0% 189,199 1.1% 193,421
15 0.9% 159,355 1.1% 182,168
10 0.6% 107,456 0.7% 122,850
18 1.1% 187,020 1.2% 213,793
23 1.4% 235,583 16% 269,308
24 1.5% 256,437 1.7% 293,148
54 3.3% 585,486 3.8% 648,440
28 1.7% 297,139 2.0% 339.678
2 0.1% 25,188 0.2% 28,794
21 1.3% 220,185 1.5% 251,708
274 16.7% 2,883,403 19.1% | 3273317
205 12.5% 2,148,130 0.0% 0
o 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
1,637 100.0% 17,137,636 100.0% | 17,137,630
Budget Unit 3430 - Probation
Per information provided by Betay Lindegren
968/99 NCC: 11,192,564
Case Load with Address| Share of Net | % onty whn | Share of Net
Jurisdiction in: % of Total | CountyCosts | County |County Costs
lovis 666 3.7% 415.743 5.3% 505,162
212 12% 132,404 1.7% 189,544
Firebaugh 93 0.5% 57,926 0.7% 82,925
Fowler 38 0.2% 23818 0.3% 33,808
Fresno 7918 44.2% 4,942,086 83.2% | 7.074,887
Huron 140 0.8% 87,457 1.1% 125,200
Kerman 06 0.5% 59,846 0.8% 85,387
Kingaburg 88 0.5% 54,787 0.7% 78,431
Mendota 97 0.5% 0,551 0.8% 06,682
Cove 97 0.5% 60,385 0.8% 86.415
Parlier 114 0.6% 71,404 0.9% 102,219
Reediey 258 1.4% 160,966 2.1% 230,432
Sanger 232 1.3% 144,788 19% 207,270
San Joaquin 37 0.2% 23,034 0.3% 32,975
Seima 222 1.2% 138,762 1.8% 198,648
lnincorporated 2218 12.4% 1,384,923 17.7% | 1982801
Out of County 1.382 7.7% 862,838 0.0% 0
Unknown 4,022 24% | 2511240 0.0% 0
o "17.026 700.0% 11,192,564 | 1000% | 11192563
Fresno County Net County Cost Analysis Page C4



Budget Unit 3440 - Probation Juvenite Hall
Per information provided by Betsy Lindegren

98/99 NCC: 5,201,250
Case Load with Addrass Share of Net | % only wiin | Share of Net
Jurisdiction in: % of Total | CountyCosts | County |County Costs
Clovis 14 3.8% 187,807 4.1% 210,882
Coalinga 8 1.5% 79,579 1.86% 84,759
Firebaugh 2 0.4% 22913 0.5% 24 404
Fowler 1 0.2% 9612 0.2% 10,238
Fresno 223 81.9% 3,218,520 85.9% 3,428,009
Huron 7 1.9% 100,075 2.0% 108,588
Kearman 2 0.4% 22,751 0.5% 24,231
iGngsburg 1 0.3% 13,515 0.3% 14,395
Mendota ] 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
Orange Cove 3 0.9% 48,188 1.0% 51,301
Partier 2 0.7% 35411 0.7% 37.718
Reedley 6 1.8% 82,71 1.7% 88,159
Sanger 9 2.6% 133,617 2.7% 142,314
San Joaquin 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
Selma 8 1.8% 81,033 1.7% 88,307
Unincorporated 58 16.1% 837,627 17.2% 892,147
Out of County 14 3.9% 202,271 0.0% 0
Unknown 8 2.2% 115,583 0.0% 0
Iﬁu 380 1000% | 5201,250 | 100.0% | 5201250 |
Budget Unit 3448 - Probation Juvenile Camp
Per information provided by Betsy Lindegren
98/99 NCC: 749,884
Case Load with Address{ % only win
n: % of Total | Share of NCC County |Share of NCC|
10 7.3% 55,099 7.6% 58,744
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
0 0.0% 31 0.0% 32
87 83.4% 475,285 85.3% 489483
2 1.1% 8,362 1.1% 8612
1 0.4% 2,851 0.4% 2,937
0 0.0% 18 0.0% 1)
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
2 12% 9,055 1.2% 9,226
1 0.8% 4,448 0.6% 4519
1 0.6% 4,448 0.6% 4579
1 0.9% 8,702 0.9% 8,902
0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
8 4.1% 30,489 4.2% 31,378
24 17.5% 13178 18.0% 135,004
3 2.2% 18,207 0.0% 0
1 0.7% 5432 0.0% 0
138 100.0% 749,684 | 1000% | 749584
Fresno County Net County Cost Analysis Page C-5



